
The Case Study 
 
 The training firm of Ripem & Runn has been doing work for sales trainers in 
improving closing skills of sales reps.  They believe that their closing techniques seminar, 
SoftClose®, taught by behavior modeling.  They also think that if you add team building 
not only are there more closed sales, but there is a lot more team work among sales reps 
and their support people.  The behavior modeling training can be done in two training 
days.  The behavior modeling plus team building takes an entire week to complete.  In 
order to demonstrate the effectiveness of these sales training techniques, Ripem & Runn’s 
staff psychologist, Jane Getzoff, has arranged with a retail store chain to train their sales 
staff.   
 Jane has tried but has been unsuccessful in convincing store management that she 
needs to randomly assign sales personnel to one of two training groups (behavior 
modeling only or behavior modeling + team building) or a no training (control group) 
condition.  The best she can do is train the staff in the two Charlotte stores as the 
experimental groups and compare the Greensboro store as the control group.  Thus, she 
can only manage a non-equivalent control group design (a quasi-experimental design).  
She further has trouble getting the sales people to volunteer for the experiment.  Finally 
she is able to get twelve employees from all three locations to volunteer for the training.  

Jane then gets the average close rate per sales interaction for each individual in the 
three groups.  That is, she has all of her volunteers observed, and the observer notes 
whether each interaction with a customer results in a sale or not.  At the end of a five day 
period, the percentage of interactions that resulted in a sale is calculated.  Since the all 
sales reps sell big ticket items in a shopping mall environment, their close rate is rather 
low.  Next she puts on her two week SoftClose® program for the experimental group.  
Then, two weeks after the training has taken place, Jane has all the sales reps observed 
again for five days, and as before, their average close rate is calculated.  These are the 
data you have in your data table.   

 
While Jane was running this experiment data, the store management was getting 

more than a little antsy.  Several of them are beginning to question Ripem’s methods of 
investigation.  They are now not at all sure that these results have any meaning.  More 
than that they would like you to answer the following questions for them: 

1.  Management would like to know if there are differences between the 
experimental and control groups that support the notion that the behavior 
modeling program alone results in more closed sales.  How about behavior 
modeling plus team building? 

2.  Can you suggest any alternative explanations of these results? 
3.  Also they would like to know if you see any significant problems with the 

research design. 
4.  The behavior modeling plus team building costs 250% more than the behavior 

modeling training alone.  Is it worth the extra cost?  
 
 
 



 
 
 

My Analysis 
Chart 1: 

Is there a difference between any of the 
groups? 

Combinations Tested T-test results 
Group 1 vs. Group 2 0.075824766 
Group 2 vs. Group 3 0.104877726 
Group 1 vs. Group 3 0.542755563 

 
 
Chart 2: 
Did any group receive significant gains from training? 

Group T-test results T-Inv results 
1 0.001717616 3.547358858 
2 6.79941E-06 5.785485671 
3 1.55469E-07 7.410350565 

 
The statistical analysis in charts one and two above do show some evidence of 

significant gains in the sales ability of all groups that were part of the experiment.  The 

calculations shown in chart 1 proved that we fail to reject the null hypothesis that the 

subjects in each group come from the same population.  Each of the t-test results is 

insignificant at the 5% level.  Chart 2 explores which training group, if any received 

significant gains from participating in training.  Both the t-test and t- inverse test results 

suggest that the trainees in each group did in fact receive significant benefit from training.  

This is evidenced by the fact that all t-test results are significant at the 5% level and the t-

inverse results are all greater than one.   

One curious thing about these results is that according to both the t-test and t- 

inverse outputs is the fact that even the control group which did not participate in either 

type of training experienced statistically significant gains in their sales ability the second 

time they were observed when compared with the first.  Therefore, at least a portion of 



the gains the other two groups achieved it must be attributed to factors other than their 

participation in training.  Some possible confounding factors that may make these results 

look more positive than they actually are include:  

• After the first observation all groups knew what to expect the second time around 
and worked to improve their performance during the second observation. 

• Any great time lapse between the two observations would give the sales teams 
time to practice their craft, allowing them to improve their tactics without the help 
of training. 

• The sales teams may have talked to each other about the observations and given 
each other pointers on how to improve their performance the next time around. 

• Either of these offices could have hired and a salesperson who is an extremely 
successful and their colleagues could be learning new sales techniques by 
observing the new hire. 

• Any of the sales people involved in this experiment could have learned new 
techniques through a number of other channels such as a trade journal that gives 
advice to people in the sales industry, by talking to friends who are salespeople for 
other companies, or through feedback from customers on what they do and don't 
like about the way the salespeople in this organization do business. 

• There could be seasonal differences in the demand for the products sold by the 
company that are in part responsible due to the increases in closes post training. 

• The salespeople could have been interacting with some higher quality leads that 
are more likely to purchase from the company with or without the use of hard 
selling tactics during the post training observations. 

 

The experiment designed by Ripem and Run does not seem to be done in the most 

scientific manner possible.  The members of each group, the two training groups and 

control groups were not randomly assigned.  Rather they were chosen for a group 

depending on for which office they work.  As a result, if either of the Charlotte offices or 

the Greensboro office generally performs better than the other two, the test results will be 

confounded because the office that is generally more high performing than the others is 

most likely going to do better in the first observation and will either seem to have 

improved far beyond the other offices or, to have not improved that much during the 

second observation.  On the other hand, the office which generally does not perform as 



well as the others will have a larger learning curve to overcome during training, therefore 

it is likely that their post training scores will not be as high as the other offices, even if 

they have improved by a greater percentage than the other two.  In order to avoid these 

types of problems the staff from the three offices should have been assigned randomly to 

one of the three groups, making it more likely that each group would be a more 

representative sample of the overall population of salespeople throughout the whole 

organization.  Randomization of the groups would likely mix up the high and low 

performers from each office, so that each of the three groups contained a fairly equal 

number of high and low performers. 

According to statistical evidence presented earlier in charts one and two it does not 

seem as though the behavior modeling plus teambuilding training is worth 2 1/2 times the 

cost of the simple behavior modeling training.  There was only a 28% difference in the t-

inverse results (performance in the second observation as compared to the first) for the 

group that participated in the more expensive training.  The behavior modeling plus 

teambuilding training did not even lead to a 250% increase over those who were a part of 

the control group, the increase in performance between the control group and those who 

participated in the more expensive training was just over 200%.  In order for it to be 

worth the extra cost the behavior modeling and teambuilding training would need to 

improve performance by more than 2 1/2 times the benefit received by the behavior 

modeling training alone.  Other factors to consider would be the opportunity cost of 

having sales people attend a week long training course versus the benefits that can be 

realized as a result. 

  



 


